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Detail from the sleeve leaflet of ‘Songs of Courtship’,
Volume 1 in the series The Folk Songs of Britain,
released by Topic Records in 1968.

Two of four copies, made between 1976 and 1977, from
the last two lines of the chorus in the sleeve leaflet on
the left. The earliest copy (hand written) has been proof
read and corrected before other copies were made.

The online Psi Encyclopedia does not show much enthusiasm for retrocausality. Searches for
retrocausality, retrocausation, and backward causation yield four articles by only two authors.
Stephen Braude notes that however repugnant super-psi might be, retrocausality may be even
worse, whilst Robert Rosenberg describes it as ‘perhaps the most metaphysically offensive of
rogue phenomena.’ On the other hand, some well known laboratory researchers assume that
retrocausality is the likeliest explanation of presentience. [1] All authors, however, are united in
linking backward causation to presentience or precognition, and none question the assumption that
such phenomena reflect powers of the mind or brain. Terms like ‘psi’ and ‘psychic’ would seem to
imply that paranormal phenomena are primarily if not exclusively linked to psychological
processes. However, I recently observed a case of apparent retrocausality which I believe has little
or nothing to do with premonitions or mental powers.
On Saturday morning, 4th June 2016, I awoke from a dream in which someone suggested I
should collect ‘all my poems’ together, with a possible view to publishing them. Even in the dream
I knew this was not realistic, for I have written very few poems and doubt if most of them are
worth publishing. Even so, I searched through old files and found twelve poems. One in particular
caught my attention. It occurs near the end of a novel which I completed in 1977. The last verse of
this poem is in Irish Gaelic which I copied from the sleeve leaflet illustrated above. On impulse, I
decided to check the Irish I had typed against the source I had copied. The lines from the sleeve
leaflet are:
Siubhail go dorus agus éalaigh liúm,
Is go dtéidh tú mo mhúirnin slán. [2]

I arranged these two lines as a quatrain to match my own poem, capitalizing the first letter of
each line; and, as I was using a typewriter, I could not copy the Irish accents. But, apart from
these inevitable changes, I was surprised to find that my copy contained several unaccountable
‘errors’, viz:
Siubhail go d’ti an doras
Agus eulaigh liom,
Is go d’teidh tu,
A mhurnin, slan!
I could think of no conceivable way that I could have miscopied the lines so drastically. For
example, why would I insert ‘d’ti an’ in the first line, or change ‘mo’ to ‘a’ in the last? I had also
changed the spelling of ‘dorus’, ‘éalaigh liúm’, and ‘mhúirnin’, inserted an apostrophe in
‘dtéidh’, added two commas, and finished with an exclamation mark.
My curiosity now thoroughly piqued, I searched for the song lyrics online using Google
Chrome. I found several websites with these lines almost exactly matching my ‘erroneous’ copy,
the only difference being hyphens where I had apostrophes. Four days later I checked three other
copies which I also made in 1976-77, two being hand written. These exactly matched the web
page versions – with hyphens, not apostrophes. Not only that, but the typed copy I first
examined had also acquired hyphens. I cannot prove that I did not misperceive hyphens as
apostrophes, though I think it unlikely since I was carefully checking for inconsistencies.
In recent days, a Google search for ‘shule aroon’ has consistently turned up Mama Lisa’s
World with a lyric matching mine. Lisa Yannucci (‘Mama Lisa’) informs me that her version
came from a scholarly source. [3] I asked Clár Ní Shúilleabháin, a teacher of Irish language at
the London Irish Centre, to check both versions of the Irish lines. She reports that neither is
perfect modern Gaeilge (Irish Gaelic). For example, ‘dorus’ and ‘liúm’ in the leaflet are Scots
Gaelic, whilst the hyphens in my copies are not normal although they sometimes appear in song
lyrics. She prefers the sleeve-leaflet version as ‘more familiar’ although ‘The two may well be
authentic in their own way.’ The authenticity of the Irish is not of course the main issue here, but
that both are recognisably Irish despite some flaws, that I do not speak Irish, and that my copies
coincide with web versions and not the version I supposedly copied.
There was no internet in 1977 and I had no computer. I cannot think of any way I could
have accessed an alternative version of the chorus lines without visiting a library. There is no
reason why I should have sought another source when I had a copy to hand, and it is very
unlikely that I would have forgotten doing such a thing. Nor am I prone to making copying
errors. From 1964 onwards I was employed in jobs requiring accurate proof-reading. From 1969
I was a copywriter working on pharmaceutical advertising where accuracy is particularly strict.
Furthermore, the first copy I made, on a handwritten page (illustrated above) where I was
working up my poem, has three hand-corrected errors in the Irish lines (deleting a comma,
inserting an ‘h’ in ‘marnin’ using a proof-reader’s caret mark, and then correcting this to
‘mhurnin’), clear evidence that I did actually proof read this copy after making it. There was also
a curious irony here – I had written at the bottom of this page ‘A river can flow in one direction
only’. It was as though some otherworld mentor had decided to prove me wrong.
There can be no doubt that my copies were made before the days of commercial internet
providers (which emerged in the very late 1980s). The typed copies were made on an old
portable typewriter – long since discarded – provided by my agency before we invested in word
processors. All four copies are on foolscap paper which I have also not used for many years. The
handwritten copies are slightly yellowed with age.

The song as it appears on Mama Lisa’s World (Copyright © 2018 by Lisa Yannucci)

As a long shot, I decided to make sure that it was my four copies that had changed, and
not the original sleeve leaflet. The record ‘Songs of Courtship’ is now out of print. I asked
Nicholas Wall, librarian at The Vaughan Williams Memorial Library of the English Folk Dance
and Song Society, if they had a copy I could check. He kindly sent me a JPG of the sleeve
leaflet. As expected, it was identical to my own, purchased in the 1970s. Presumably thousands
of people would have seen copies of this leaflet, so a retrocausal change in that version would
mean altering thousands of world lines, [4] whereas my copies had been virtually hidden from
view for forty years – though I cannot logically rule out the possibility that the two leaflets I
have checked, or even all the leaflets ever printed, have been retrocausally altered.
Alternative explanations – other than fraud or delusion on my part – might be that I
clairvoyantly accessed a library version, or unconscious precognition enabled me to copy a
variant which I was destined to see forty years later. But I have no memory of anything
anomalous occurring at that time. I am not conscious of having any psi ability and, to the best of
my belief, this is the only first hand paranormal experience I have ever had (other than a couple
of possible synchronicities). Psychokinesis in the absence of precognition can be ruled out
because my copies were changed before I saw matching lyrics on the web. My four copies of the
Irish lines would seem to be ‘permanent paranormal objects’ altered retrocausally at least once. I
say ‘permanent’ in the expectation that they will not change back again, depriving me of the
material evidence supporting my case.
This experience has caused me to re-examine my mother’s precognitive dreams. Though
she had no interest in horse racing, she had dreams which correctly predicted five winning
horses between 1951 and 1972. These predictions always followed an unusually vivid dream
during the night before the race. With no prior knowledge of the horses entered, my mother
would then check the racing pages, looking for a horse whose name ‘broke’ her dream. Then she
would tell family members or friends of the concurrence. The dream each time would fit the
winner’s name in an unambiguous manner, as follows:
In 1951, my mother dreamt that her American uncle gave her a nickel, and she predicted
that Nickel Coin would win the Grand National, which it did with odds of forty to one. The
following year she dreamt that our summer holidays were ruined by rain, and Summer Rain, as
predicted, won the November Handicap with odds of one hundred to six. The next two were
Grand National predictions: ESB in 1956 (after dreaming that our family could communicate by
ESP) and Red Alligator in 1968 (after dreaming she was chased by a red crocodile), both with
odds of one hundred to seven.
My mother only made one wrong prediction, though the dream in that case gave the
name of the winning horse quite explicitly. On 8 April 1972, the morning of the Grand National,
I telephoned my mother to ask if she had had a vivid dream (which she explicitly told me never
to do). She admitted that she had, and described the dream, in which her shoe fell down a well.
She thought (in the dream) ‘That was a silly thing to do.’ She descended a spiral staircase down
the well. At the bottom, gold coins were pouring through a chute. She thought ‘If I put my hand
in there, I could be very well-to-do – but that might not be good to do.’ She had not yet checked
the list of runners, and asked me to ring back later. I too bought a paper and saw that Well to Do
fitted her dream perfectly. But when I rang back she suggested two different horses, saying that
neither ‘broke’ her dream exactly but she could not see a better match. I placed ten pound bets
on both these horses, and of course Well to Do won (with odds of fourteen to one). I asked her
why she did not pick the obvious horse, and she said she ‘didn’t see it’ in the list. And that, she
and I believed, was because she knew I was intending to place a hefty bet.
Few British sporting events rouse such strong excitement as the Grand National. This
gruelling steeplechase has thirty jumps and a course over four miles long. Many horses fall,
unseat their riders, or pull up at one of the jumps. This is probably the most unpredictable race in
the British racing calendar, which I think makes my mother’s predictions statistically impressive.

Grand National 1951: One third of the field fell at the first fence and only three horses finished. (Photo: PA).

It has been suggested that strong psychokinesis (macro-PK) is a possible explanation of
precognition, and the high number of non-finishers in the Grand National could offer an
opportunity for PK to affect the results. As it happens, three of my mother’s Grand National
predictions were associated with exceptional circumstances. In 1951, an unprecedented twelve
horses fell at the first fence, and only three out of thirty-six runners finished. In 1956, only nine
of twenty nine runners finished. More remarkably, Devon Loch, with a commanding five length
lead, jumped a ‘ghost fence’ yards from the finish, collapsed in a belly flop, and refused to run
further – allowing ESB to win. 1968 was less remarkable, with seventeen of forty-five runners
finishing, but only nine of forty-two runners finished in 1972.
What particularly strikes me about these precognitions is their singular uselessness. No
one ever made any money out of them, except on one occasion in 1968, when my mother was on
holiday in Blackpool with some former school friends. She predicted that Red Alligator would
win, and this group of ladies each bet one shilling on that horse. With odds of 100/7, this yielded
a grand return of 15s 3½d each. On another occasion, my mother asked a neighbour to place a
bet on her behalf, but the neighbour ‘forgot’, and returned her (modest) stake. It might almost
seem that – as in the case of ‘not seeing’ Well To Do on the racing list – events conspired to
ensure these predictions were useless.
I am not the first to note the commonly inconsequential character of premonitions.
Herbert Saltmarsh examined all cases of ostensible precognition in the first fifty years of the
SPR Journal and Proceedings. [5] After weeding out cases that he considered too vague,
insufficiently evidenced, or probably not precognitive, 281 remained. The most commonly
predicted event was natural or accidental death (99 cases), and the only other type with notable
frequency was ‘completely trivial incidents’ (70 cases). I believe the two categories – ‘death’
and ‘trivial’ – are highly relevant for hypotheses of precognition, and might even implicate
mega-psi (not to be confused with super-psi, which is commonly assumed to be a mental power
under voluntary control and in conflict with post-mortem survival).

Grand National 1956: Devon Loch jumped a ‘ghost fence’ and collapsed yards from the finish. (Copyright owner not
traced. Please email drcwhitehead@aol.com if I have infringed your copyright).

Peter and Elizabeth Fenwick, in their fascinating and moving book The Art of Dying,
present their extensive research on end of life experiences (ELEs) – visions, visitations, travel
between ‘two worlds’, coincidences (such as clocks stopping), something leaving the body at the
moment of death, etc. Care workers consulted in forty hospices agreed that ELEs are
commonplace, and friends and family members of dying people frequently report them.
Sometimes deceased relatives correctly inform the dying of the time and date of death. In sum,
these authors suggest that a boundary between this world and the next becomes more permeable
as death approaches, providing comfort and reassurance to the dying and affecting those around

them. If you accept such a view, this could help to explain the relative frequency of premonitions
concerning death.
But the triviality or inconsequentiality of so many precognitions may be equally or more
evidential. Even premonitions of death or disaster are, with rare exceptions, inconsequential in
the sense that they do nothing to prevent what they foresee. If foreknowledge has no utility – is
not adaptive in the Darwinian sense – then how could it evolve by natural selection? Biologists
might argue that precognition could have evolved as a ‘spandrel’ (or side effect) of something
else that is adaptive. But then they might have difficulty suggesting what kind of genetically
determined trait could have such an apparently non-physical spandrel. The same problem occurs
in debates on consciousness. Physicalists (most scientists) believe that the universe evolved for
13.8 billion years ‘in the dark’, and then a miracle occurred – consciousness ‘emerged’ when
brains of sufficient complexity evolved. But they are unable to suggest the level of complexity
needed for consciousness, or any causal relationship between complexity and consciousness.
They face the so-called ‘hard problem’ of how consciousness ‘arises’ from ‘physical’ processes.
The only alternative appears to be some sort of panpsychism. [6]
If precognition (and consciousness) did not evolve, then surely something ‘outside’ or
prior to evolution is implicated. Indeed, if the paranormal truly violates natural laws, then psi
phenomena as a whole may be more fundamental and prior to the creation of such laws. Perhaps
the ‘problems’ encountered by psi researchers – such as difficulty replicating experiments,
decline effects, and small effect sizes – should be regarded, not as problems, but as evidence.
Stephen Braude’s article on Jule Eisenbud in the Psi Encyclopedia offers several
promising suggestions. Eisenbud observed that, since the paranormal is defined as that which
violates the laws of physics, then we are behaving paradoxically if we attempt to perform a
repeatable experiment. We are demanding that something unlawful should behave lawfully. He
suggests that even psi researchers themselves are resisting a full acceptance of psi, and proposes
a Freudian explanation – we are defending against an unconscious desire for omnipotence. I
appreciate that many researchers are hoping that the ‘laws of physics’, with increasing
understanding, will eventually explain paranormal phenomena, rendering them ‘normal’. But,
during the 136-year-history of the SPR – a period which saw two major paradigm shifts in
science – this does not seem to be happening. There have been hypotheses, but nothing
resembling a comprehensive theory that makes consistently reliable predictions – which is to be
expected if we are looking for the laws of lawlessness.
Following Eisenbud’s logic, just suppose – with all due caution – that some kind of
‘mega-psi’ is a fact, and that what we call ‘paranormal’ reflects a level of reality that lies beyond
and even creates and maintains ‘the laws of physics’, so ensuring that the universe continues to
run smoothly and produce all the right results – including the evolution of us. This would help to
explain the ‘Anthropic Principle’ (AP), which causes severe cognitive distress to many
physicalists. In its ‘weak’ form the AP is a fact which no scientist can deny. It holds that all the
laws and constants of nature, together with the present age (and therefore size) of the universe,
are not arbitrary but are precisely as required to ensure that cosmic and biological evolution
should have occurred exactly as it did. This may sound like a truism, but it cannot be dismissed
so easily when we consider the enormous number of ‘coincidences’ involved. [7] The AP is like
tossing a coin hundreds of times, and each time the coin lands on its edge. Consider just one
aspect of the AP (the ‘Lego block principle’): why did a causeless ‘Big Bang’ not spew out a
random assortment of tiny bananas and ball bearings, but a beautifully ordered spectrum of
quantum particles with exactly the right properties to form protons and neutrons, which (together
with electrons) have exactly the right properties to form atoms, with exactly the right properties
to combine into molecules, with exactly the right properties to create the genetic code, etc. etc.
all the way up to animal societies and human civilizations? [8]

A ‘paranormal reality’ accounting for all the needful coincidences may sound like a
recklessly wild idea, but it is no less parsimonious than the solution proposed by Stephen
Hawking. In A Brief History of Time Hawking described any recourse to the AP as ‘a council of
despair’. But in The Grand Design he (with co-author Leonard Mlodinow) attempted a more
scientific solution. Claiming that M-theory is ‘the only candidate Theory of Everything’, he
notes that this theory ‘allows for’ 10500 different universes, each with its own laws (p. 118). So
we should not be surprised to find that we live in the one that just happens to have all the right
laws. This neat-sounding argument does not stand up to closer inspection. M-Theory is not in
fact a single coherent theory, but a bunch of hypotheses, each of which works part of the time
and none of which works all of the time. So the theory explains ‘Everything’ in a rather
piecemeal fashion. In this light, the claim that M-theory ‘allows for’ multiple universes may not
strike everyone as sufficient justification for violating Occam’s razor 10500 times.
Hawking believed that M-Theory removes the ‘need’ to believe in God. Had he known
anything about anthropology he would have realised that spiritual beliefs do not arise from any
‘need’ to explain creation (a hypothesis first proposed by nineteenth century British
Intellectualists and now thoroughly discredited in anthropology – religious beliefs almost
certainly originate in self-vindicating altered states such as ritual trance). [9] He points out the
obvious problem that postulating God as creator simply pushes back the explanatory ‘need’.
How do we explain God? Yet his own view faces the same problem. He claims that universes
can and will be created ‘out of nothing’ because of the laws of nature. So what created these
‘laws of nature’?
Besides these lapses of logic, Hawking failed to address the evidence of psi and the selfevident fact of consciousness. He takes it as axiomatic that ‘there are no miracles’ (p. 34) – so
the paranormal is flatly denied. Then, in the last chapter of a book subtitled ‘New Answers to the
Ultimate Questions of Life’, he asks his final question: ‘Would [complex systems with all the
attributes of life] be self-conscious?’ But the only answer he can offer is ‘This is a question on
which opinion is sharply divided.’ (p. 178). It seems that a ‘Theory of Everything’ is meant to
explain everything except the Ultimate Question of Life.
So I submit that the idea of mega-psi underpinning and maintaining the order of nature is
just as plausible as the speculations of a distinguished cosmologist. Mega-psi has the further
benefit of explaining common problems faced by psi researchers, since in self-conscious humans
– capable of deliberating and planning – it would require psi abilities to be suppressed. Jule
Eisenbud has suggested a Freudian reason for this – fear of infantile omnipotence. He also notes
a more compelling reason. If macro-PK were under conscious voluntary control, it would be the
ultimate Weapon of Mass Destruction. The Islamic State would by now have slaughtered vast
swathes of humanity, though possibly not before others had slaughtered IS. Consciously
controlled macro-PK could annihilate most, perhaps all, of humankind.
More fundamentally, mega-psi would need to be suppressed because otherwise telepathy
and clairvoyance would obliterate the ego boundaries on which self-consciousness depends,
besides swamping perception and motor navigation. A self-conscious group like IS could never
develop, and even if it did, it would not know who was IS and who was not. We would all be
drowning in an ocean of shared consciousness. I am reminded of the well-known hadith ‘I was a
hidden treasure, but I wanted to be known; so I created the creation in order to be known.’ The
implication seems to be that without a creation filled with other (psi-suppressed) minds, God
could not become self-aware (for, in the absence of other minds, God could only be ‘hidden’
from God; but in the presence of other minds, God would have a mirror through which to
become self-conscious). But it takes millions of separate minds who want to share experience, at
least with their kith and kin, to create the full riches of human cultures worldwide and the
resulting evolution of consciousness.

But if psi needs to be suppressed, then why do we observe psi at all? And why are certain
individuals, but not others, granted certain kinds of psi experience, but not other kinds? It seems
we get glimpses of the paranormal in a very haphazard manner. Some phenomena, such as jotts
and poltergeists, have a trickster-like or mischievous character, suggesting childlike or playful
impulses. At the same time, there appears to be a kind of censorship or filtering effect, ensuring
that relatively few psychic experiences bring material benefits. Otherwise, psi seems to be like
the wind, which bloweth where it listeth (‘so is everyone who is born of the Spirit.’ John 3:8).
There must be a reason for this, and I think we can only judge what that is by noting the
consequences. For example, my own experience caused me to write this article, read more
deeply into theoretical physics, and form ideas which otherwise would not have occurred to me.
More generally, psi prompts the formation of societies like the SPR with journals like this one.
Some phenomena furnish comfort to the dying and hope and courage to the living. The
paranormal rouses curiosity, wonder, and reflection on the nature of reality. It commands a
broad public interest, provoking ridicule from some, but convincing others of a spiritual
dimension to reality. Sceptics will see no value in all this, but I see enormous non-materialistic
benefits which could promote a more humane world.
There is certainly evidence that psi is commonly suppressed, for laboratory experiments
using measures such as skin conductance or fMRI show presentient physiological effects in the
absence of conscious precognition. A meta-analysis of twenty six such studies showed that,
overall, anticipatory responses were significantly higher before emotionally arousing stimuli
than before neutral stimuli. [11] The effect sizes were small, so maybe we should say that psi is
blocked, even at the physiological level, rather than merely suppressed.
Two of the authors of the analyzed studies – Dick Bierman and Dean Radin – inferred
from the shape of the arousal curves that time-symmetry was created at the moment when
participants became aware of emotional arousal, retrocausally increasing the anticipation
response. [12] However, Daryl Bem found analogous results in studies which did not involve
emotional arousal. For example, he found that participants remembered certain words from a
random list more reliably if those words were rehearsed after the recall task. Strengthening the
rehearsal task increased the effect size. He too inferred retrocausality, but not associated with
emotion. [13]

Time symmetry. Two balls collide and bounce out of
the picture. In the absence of friction and air resistance,
it would be impossible to tell whether this event is
being played forwards or backwards. Either way, the
event obeys the same laws.

The thermodynamic arrow of time. A ball slows to a
halt due to friction and air resistance. Time-reversed,
this would look impossible – not because it violates
time-symmetric laws, but because the vast number of
coincidences required is so improbable that such
events have never been observed. The Big Bang
origin of the universe, however, is exactly such an
event.

(Artwork: Eric Whitehead)

Even if Bierman and Radin are partly right about emotion, their equation of
retrocausality with time symmetry is unsound. In classical physics, as these authors note, all
laws are time symmetric except in thermodynamics, where the second law provides the arrow of
time. Time symmetry simply means that any change, whether viewed forwards or backwards in
time, obeys the same laws. This says nothing about time having an arrow, and effectively
abolishes any notion of causality. The article on ‘Backward Causation’ in the Stanford
Encyclopedia of Philosophy concludes that ‘no common agreement exists among philosophers
and physicists about what in the physical description of the world corresponds to our everyday
notion of causation.’ [14]
I believe there are three main reasons why some psi researchers reject the idea of
retrocausality. The first is the ‘causal conundrum’ – the idea that the future does not yet exist and
so cannot cause anything. The inability of scientists to agree on what counts as a ‘cause’, and the
proven time distortions of relativity theory, suggest that this is a naïve view.
The second is the intervention problem. That is, if a future event A causes precognition
B, then someone could intervene to prevent A occurring, and so B would not be precognitive.
This does not rule out retrocausality. If someone warned MI5 of an impending terror attack,
which they were then able to prevent, this would not invalidate the warning. And partial
interventions do in fact occur. Rosenberg, in his ‘Precognition’ article in the Psi Encyclopedia,
gives several examples resulting from credibly precognitive dreams. In these cases the dreams
are often alarming to the dreamer, are recurrent, and include so many details of a future event as
to make coincidence highly improbable. The predicted event still happens, but the dream enables
the dreamer to avoid the feared consequence.
Such cases, which do bring material benefit, should be set against larger samples such as
that of Saltmarsh, where death and ‘completely trivial incidents’ accounted for over sixty
percent, and accidents (which might have enabled intervention) less than twenty percent. Years
of effort and millions of dollars have been invested in projects attempting to exploit psi for
espionage and investment gains. But the Stargate Project was abandoned after twenty years,
having failed to produce any actionable intelligence, and Russell Targ’s commercial venture
Delphi – despite the dramatic claim of $120,000 earned from the silver market – struggled and
folded after two years. [15] It seems that whatever power drives the paranormal will not let us
persist in such efforts.
The third objection concerns free will: if the foretold future is predetermined, then free
will cannot exist. This too is not a valid argument. It is certainly true that many events are
predetermined, but that does not imply that all events are equally inevitable, especially those
subject to conscious volition. For all we know, the present may have a superposition of multiple
futures, all real enough to cause precognitions, only one of which gets selected for realization
according to choices made by various actors. But free will is a problematic concept in any case.
The classic argument against free will holds that if our decisions are not predetermined, they
must be random.
Some psychologists – notably Benjamin Libet – have argued that free will is a delusion.
[16] For more than thirty years scientists and philosophers have debated Libet’s findings without
noting the obvious fallacy in his logic. Why assume that inconsequential decisions (the
functionless hand movements tested by Libet) should require self-conscious control? That is like
expecting the CEO of GlaxoSmithKline to know what every van driver in her company is doing
at all times – an overload that would make management impossible.
One issue of concern regarding free will is its moral dimension. Real life decisions – the
ones that matter – commonly involve planning, or conscious assessment of alternative actions
before a decision is made. Antonio Damasio’s Somatic Marker Hypothesis holds that we ‘mark’
alternative options with the somatic sensations likely to ensue, then choose the option with the

most pleasant or least painful likely consequences. This somatic assessment involves a highly
social area of the brain – ventromedial prefrontal cortex – an area implicated in moral
judgement, reading other people’s minds, empathy, compassion, etc. This is to be expected
because normal human beings are exceptionally social, readily identifying with each other (we
wince when we see others in pain, or rejoice at the happy ending of a story). We do not simply
make choices based on egocentric desires, but regularly consider the pleasure or pain that our
actions may cause for others. Moral persons (and most of us are) are those who prioritise the
latter.
All of this, however, can be explained without invoking free will, and does nothing to
answer the classic argument against free will. So can the two great revolutions of modern
physics help us resolve this question, along with retrocausality and the paranormal more
generally? If mega-psi (or God, if you prefer) underpins physical laws, then such laws cannot
‘explain’ psi, though they may shed light on free will. I will address these issues in a future
article, and reveal a crisis in twenty-first century physics which may be of importance for
paranormal research, even perhaps implicating mega-psi.
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